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In January 2000, the Adminis-
trative Office of the Courts’

(AOC) Trial Court Programs Di-
vision began a study of the state’s
adult drug courts to answer two
policy questions: (1) Are adult
drug courts cost-effective? (2)
What practices in adult drug
courts are most promising and
cost-effective? 

This summer, researchers
are preparing for phase two of
the study, set to begin in January
2002, by making preliminary
visits to drug courts in Alameda,
Monterey, Riverside, San Ber-
nardino, San Francisco, San Diego,
Stanislaus, and Yolo Counties.
The AOC plans to use these eight
sites as testing grounds for the
drug court evaluation methodol-
ogy that is being developed now,
in phase one of the study.

STUDY PROCESS
Due to the size of the study (the
state has more than 80 adult
drug courts—about a quarter of
the drug courts in the nation),
limited data, and limited data
collection capabilities in each
court, the project was designed
to have three phases.

In the study’s first and cur-
rent phase (January 2000
through December 2001), the
AOC is conducting an in-depth
cost-benefit analysis in adult
drug courts in Butte, Los Ange-
les, and San Diego Counties.
These courts were chosen based
on three main criteria: (1) the
maturity of their programs, (2)
sufficient numbers of graduates
for statistical analysis, and (3)
the ability to furnish useful in-
formation for developing and
testing statewide research tech-
nology. The cost of the first phase

of the study—approximately
$500,000—is being shared by the
AOC and the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Drug Courts Program
Office.

“The biggest challenge to
our state’s drug courts is the lack
of adequate funding,” says Supe-
rior Court of Butte County Judge
Darrell W. Stevens, who chairs
the Judicial Council’s Collabora-
tive Justice Courts Advisory
Committee. “Rightfully so, the
Legislature has requested spe-
cific documentation that shows
that collaborative courts such as
drug courts are cost-effective.”

“You can’t manage what you
can’t measure,” says Jane Pfeifer,
Drug Court Program Manager
for the Superior Court of Butte
County. “Once we have an eval-
uation method in place, we can
increase our ability to allocate
resources in a cost-effective man-
ner. We will be able to show that
drug courts are not only improv-
ing the lives of the participants
and society as a whole, but are
cost-effective as well.”

For the first phase of the
study, the AOC is collecting infor-
mation from the courts; district
attorneys’ offices; public defen-
ders’ offices; treatment providers;
and corrections, police, proba-
tion, and public health officials.
These data will help answer the
preliminary policy questions con-
cerning the cost-effectiveness and
promising practices of drug courts
and will aid in the development of
a methodology for conducting a
statewide evaluation.

The methodology will be
tested in phase two of the study,
which will begin in January
2002 and be completed in De-
cember 2003. Researchers will
draw more concrete conclusions
in answer to the two key policy
questions. 

In the third and final phase,
scheduled to begin in January
2004, the AOC will launch a
continuous evaluation of all of
California’s adult drug courts. In
addition, the AOC intends to use
the evaluation methodology
produced by the study as a
model for conducting similar
cost-benefit analyses of other
collaborative justice programs,
such as family drug courts, juve-
nile drug courts, and domestic
violence courts.

“One of the major challenges
will be the diversity of data housed
among the partner agencies in-
volved in drug courts, such as the
offices of the district attorney and
public defender, as well as differ-
ent treatment providers,” says Jan
Dame, Drug Court Coordinator/
Special Projects Manager for the
Superior Court of San Diego
County. “Another test will be to
quantify tangible and intangible
long-term benefits to the commu-
nity, such as economic, health,
and public safety.”

EVALUATORS
The AOC is conducting the study
in conjunction with NPC (North-
west Professional Consortium)
Research. NPC Research has
completed drug court evalua-
tions across the country and rou-
tinely presents evaluation results
or methodologies at national
drug court conferences. It is no-
table for being one of the few or-
ganizations to use cost-benefit
methodologies in evaluations,
and its president, Mike Finigan,
Ph.D., is an evaluation instruc-
tor for the National Association
of Drug Court Professionals
(NADCP).

In addition, the AOC has
developed an external research
group—composed of AOC staff,
Judge Jean Pfeiffer Leonard of
the Superior Court of Riverside
County, and three additional
drug court evaluators—to pro-
vide advice on the design of the
study and the analysis of data.
The additional research group
members are with the Rand Cor-
poration, the Urban Institute,
and California State University
at Long Beach. Like Dr. Finigan,
they serve as instructors for the
NADCP. 

DADP STUDY
The California Department of
Alcohol and Drug Programs
(DADP) is conducting its own

evaluations of the state’s drug
courts. However, these evalua-
tions, mandated by the state’s
Drug Court Partnership Act and
Comprehensive Drug Court Im-
plementation Act, differ signifi-
cantly from the AOC’s study. The
DADP evaluations are focused
on treatment-related issues, rather
than court system or criminal
justice issues, and do not include
cost-benefit analyses. The AOC
and DADP studies will be com-
plementary, and each agency
will share information about
methodology and outcome data.

DRUG COURT EVALUATION
AND PROPOSITION 36
Proposition 36, approved by
California voters last November,
generally mandates substance
abuse treatment for nonviolent
drug offenders. Expecting a re-
sultant significant increase in the
demand for access to drug court
programs, the AOC is incorpo-
rating the possible effects of
Proposition 36 into its drug court
study. Because it was important
to collect data from the time be-
fore July, when the measure took
effect, the NPC Research team
collected preliminary data from
drug court sites that were eligi-
ble for phase two while phase
one was still in progress. In ad-
dition, the AOC’s evaluation
may serve to help policymakers
determine whether ballot or leg-
islative measures such as Propo-
sition 36 are effective means of
reducing substance abuse.

● For more information on
the drug court study, contact
Richard Schauffler, Research and
Planning, 415-865-7650; e-mail:
richard.schauffler@jud.ca.gov. ■

Help Evaluating Drug Courts
The Justice Research Center (JRC) has recently com-
pleted the development and distribution of its CD-
format Self-Evaluation Manual and Management
Information System (MIS) for Drug Courts. Developed
under the leadership of Janice Roehl, Ph.D., President
of JRC, the manual guides drug court practitioners in
designing and implementing a basic yet comprehen-
sive evaluation of an adult drug court. The MIS has
multiple purposes, including the monitoring of indi-
vidual participants’ progress as they advance through
the drug court program.

The intended primary beneficiaries of this project
are small drug courts that lack sufficient staff and re-
sources to develop and conduct complex evaluations.
The manual provides them with tools for customizing
evaluations to suit their needs. Its CD-format data-
base includes caseload summaries and outcome
information such as the numbers of graduates and
terminations, reasons for terminations, and the num-
ber of positive urinalysis tests. The database can also
report results on program operations, outcomes,
costs, and comparative benefits. The CD can be run
on personal computers or on internal networks, but
it is not designed to be linked to other databases to
retrieve data or exchange information. 

JRC is currently developing a similar program for
use in juvenile drug courts. 

● For further information about the JRC’s manual
and MIS, contact Janice A. Roehl, President, Justice
Research Center, 591 Lighthouse Avenue, Suite 24,
Pacific Grove, California 93950, 831-655-1513; e-mail:
janroehl@redshift.com.

AOC Studies Costs and
Benefits of Drug Courts

In Yolo County, Drug Court Month festivities included grad-
uation ceremonies throughout the month of May and a pic-
nic coordinated by the court and the Yolo County Drug Court
Task Force. At the picnic, held at Riverwalk Park in West Sacra-
mento, more than 100 drug court participants celebrated
their recoveries with their families and friends. Prior to the
picnic, the Yolo County Board of Supervisors and the Califor-
nia Assembly presented resolutions in support of Drug Court
Month to the Superior Court of Yolo County. Here, Elly Fair-
clough (left), a representative from the office of Assembly
Member Helen Thomson, presented the Assembly’s resolu-
tion to Judge Doris L. Shockley, who oversees Yolo County’s
drug court.

Drug Court Month
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Alimited study of the dispo-
sitions of criminal cases

statewide found differences in
sentencing patterns among racial
and ethnic groups of defendants.
The report cautions, however,
that a more detailed analysis is
required to identify what, if any,
discriminatory practices exist in
the criminal justice system. 

Penal Code section 1170.45
directs the Judicial Council to
report annually on the disposi-
tions of criminal cases according
to race and ethnicity. The Judicial
Council relied on the Research
and Planning (R&P) Unit of the
Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC) to conduct the initial study.
Due to the limited data available,
R&P staff analyzed only felony
case statistics (the statute does not
specify the types of criminal cases
to use for the study).

For the study, staff members
obtained data from the Offender-
Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS)
report file, which is maintained
by the Criminal Justice Statistics
Center of the California Depart-
ment of Justice (DOJ). They
used data from 1997, the last
year for which complete annual
data were available from the DOJ
at the time R&P wrote its report.
The data included only the type
of sentence imposed (e.g., felony,
misdemeanor, or infraction)—
independent of the actual offense—
and a broad sentence classifica-
tion (e.g., probation, jail, or prison)
for each conviction; there were
no measures of sentence severity
(e.g., length of prison sentence).

According to the authors, the
limited nature of the data is sig-
nificant because it limits, in turn,
the kinds of comparisons that
can be made among defendants
and precludes an explanation of
why sentencing differences ex-
ist. This report is intended to be
descriptive only. Additional re-
search would be necessary to be-

gin to explain the findings. More
detailed information would en-
able researchers to control for a
wider array of factors and thus en-
able a more precise comparison of
sentencing outcomes for different
racial and ethnic groups.

Following are the study’s
general findings.

Sentence Classification
(e.g., probation, jail, prison)
Caucasians were less likely than
either Blacks or Hispanics to re-
ceive the most severe sentence
(prison) and more likely than
Blacks or Hispanics to receive sen-
tences of lesser severity (dismissal/
acquittal, probation, and fine).
There was no clear pattern be-
tween Blacks and Hispanics in the
sentences received.

Sentence Classifica-
tion, Controlling for Prior
Record For Caucasians and
Hispanics, the more serious the
prior record, the less likely it was
that the defendant would have
his or her case dismissed or be
acquitted, and the more likely it
was that the defendant would re-
ceive a prison sentence. Although
this same general pattern was ob-
served for Blacks, there were
much smaller differences in the
types of sentences received by
Black defendants with no prior
record, those with miscellaneous
prior records, and those with se-
rious prior records.

Type of Sentence Im-
posed (e.g., felony, misde-
meanor, infraction) Cau-
casians were less likely than
either Blacks or Hispanics to re-
ceive the most severe type of out-
come (felony conviction with
felony sentence). Blacks were sig-
nificantly more likely than His-
panics to receive a felony convic-
tion (with either a felony sentence
or a misdemeanor sentence).

Type of Sentence, Con-
trolling for Prior Record
Caucasians with no prior record

received the most severe type of
outcome (felony conviction with
felony sentence) less frequently
than did Blacks or Hispanics with
no prior record. However, these
differences disappeared when
the defendants had prior records,
especially if the prior offenses
were serious or violent.

The authors’ warning not to
draw conclusions from the study
stems from an understanding
that sentencing outcomes are con-
sequences of many interdepen-
dent steps within the criminal
justice system, starting with arrest.
Discretion is exercised at many
points in the process and, under
California’s determinate sentenc-
ing law, discretion in sentencing
is limited. In addition, studies of
sentencing outcomes involve ex-
tremely complex issues that de-
pend on a variety of factors
external to the courts, such as fed-
eral policies (e.g., border inter-
dictions), local policing activities,
and district attorney practices.

“With the limitations of the
data currently available, it is not
possible to identify whether sen-
tencing differences are attribut-
able to one portion or another of
the criminal justice system,” says
Chris Belloli, Senior Research An-
alyst in the AOC’s R&P Unit.
“Without detailed knowledge of
the cases, one cannot infer that the
sentences were discriminatory, as
the underlying facts of each case
might establish that the sentences
were entirely appropriate.”

To improve reporting in the
future, the AOC intends to use
data collected by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics of the U.S. De-
partment of Justice for the DOJ’s
biannual Felony Sentences in
State Courts study. These data
are a product of the National Ju-
dicial Reporting Program, which
compiles detailed information
on the sentences and character-
istics of convicted felons based

on extensive sampling of county
court systems across the country,
including 11 in California. The
data acquired from the bureau
will greatly enhance the analysis
of felony dispositions, since they
include information about sen-
tence length, which is not cur-
rently collected by the California
Department of Justice.

For a more comprehensive
description of the findings in the
AOC’s report, visit the California
Courts Web site at www.courtinfo
.ca.gov. In addition, the com-
plete text of Penal Code section
1170.45 can be found in the ap-
pendix to the report.

● For more information,
contact Chris Belloli, Senior Re-
search Analyst, Research and
Planning Unit, 415-865-7651. ■

Differences Found in Criminal Dispositions

Demographics of
Arrestees 
Data from the Offender-Based Transaction Statis-
tics report file, maintained by the Criminal Justice
Statistics Center of the California Department of
Justice, provide a profile of the felony defendants
who received dispositions in 1997.

❑ Males made up 81.1 percent of defendants
reported to have received dispositions, a high per-
centage compared to the male proportion of the
general population, but one consistent with re-
ports of other agencies.

❑ The average age of felony defendants at the
time of arrest was 31, with persons in the age
ranges 20–29 and 30–39 being arrested most fre-
quently (they made up 38 percent and 33 percent,
respectively, of all those arrested for felonies).

❑ Of those felony arrestees for whom informa-
tion on prior records was kept, 63 percent had
“miscellaneous prior records” and 8 percent had
one or more prior prison commitments. The re-
maining 29 percent had no identified prior records.
(Information on prior records was available only
for defendants whose first arrests were after
August 1982.)

tinction. The apparent purpose of
the additional findings required
by section 1210.1(e)(3) seems to
be to ensure that clients who
may still be amenable to treat-
ment are not arbitrarily dis-
missed from the program simply
by picking up a new drug of-
fense. Before the court may find
that the defendant has violated
probation via a new drug of-
fense, which can potentially re-
sult in the termination of his or
her treatment, it must make the
additional findings just de-
scribed. However, if probation is
being violated for therapeutic
reasons not amounting to a new
offense, such as a program vio-
lation, there will be no need for
the additional findings required
by section 1210.1(e)(3).  

Similarly, setting a limit of
three violations before termi-
nation of treatment becomes

mandatory bears a reasonable
relationship to the purposes of
the act in regard to a VOP aris-
ing from a new offense, not one
arising from a program violation.
Certainly, a client in treatment
cannot be allowed to pick up new
offenses without some limitation.
However, terminating someone’s
treatment for three violations of
program rules would seem to be
arbitrary and inconsistent with
the purposes of the act. It is not
unusual for  successful partici-
pants in court-supervised treat-
ment programs such as drug
court to accumulate violations of
program rules on the way to fig-
uring out what treatment is all
about. The only logical way to
read and harmonize the two sec-
tions is to find that the limitations
on probation violations in sec-
tion 1210.1(e) do not apply to
program violations initiated un-
der section 1210.1(c).

Who? Finally, judges may
want to look at who is filing the
probation violation. Section

1210.1(e) provides that the ad-
ditional procedures and findings
it prescribes apply if the “state”
moves to revoke probation. Does
this refer to the prosecution
specifically, as in State versus . . . ,
or to the more generic state, as,
for example, in a state action
used in connection with a due
process analysis? Under current
law, any of four parties may move
to revoke probation: the prosecu-
tion, the probation department,
the court, or the probationer.
(Pen. Code, § 1203.2(b).) Under
the first definition of state, sec-
tion 1210.1(e) would apply only
to probation revocations initi-
ated on the prosecution’s motion,
not to those initiated by the pro-
bation department or the court.
If, on the other hand, the latter,
broader definition of state was in-
tended, that same definition would
have to be applied consistently
throughout section 1210.1(e).
However, the sentence immedi-
ately following describes a con-
dition in which the alleged VOP

is proved “and the state proves by
a preponderance . . . . ” It seems
clear in this context that the
drafters were referring only to
the prosecution, not to the court
or the probation department. In
addition, everywhere else in the
paragraph, obvious references
to action by the court or proba-
tion use that more specific term,
never “the state.” Thus, it seems
that the drafters were only con-
cerned about imposing limita-
tions on the prosecution’s ability
to initiate VOPs under section
1210.1(e). Under this reading of
the section, the finding that a de-
fendant is a danger to the safety
of others would not be required
in VOPs initiated on the court’s or
the probation department’s mo-
tion. Similarly, if the People
wished to take advantage of the
provisions requiring termination
on the third VOP, they would
need to point to three VOPs that
had been initiated on the People’s
motion, not brought by the court
or the probation department. ■

▼
Prop. 36
Continued from page 1

Judge Shaver is a member of
the Proposition 36 Implemen-
tation Workgroup, which was
developed to assist trial
courts in implementing
Proposition 36, the statewide
ballot initiative aimed at
changing how the California
criminal justice system re-
sponds to drug offenses.
Passed by voters in November
2000, it took effect July 1,
2001, and generally pre-
scribes treatment rather than
incarceration for nonviolent
drug offenders.
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Throughout his entire career,
Judge Ronald L. Taylor has been
working to improve the court ex-
perience for those in need of le-
gal assistance.

Just out of the University of
California at Davis School of
Law in 1971, Judge Taylor re-
ceived a Reginald Heber Smith
National Poverty Law Fellow-
ship. He was assigned to the
Merced Legal Services Associa-
tion, where he worked as a staff
attorney until 1973. He then be-
came the director of litigation for
Community Legal Services in
Riverside and, in 1976, the exec-
utive director of Inland Counties
Legal Services for Riverside and
San Bernardino Counties. As an
attorney, he served on the board
of directors of the Western Center
on Law and Poverty and chaired
the California State Bar’s Stand-
ing Committee on Legal Services
to the Poor.

Judge Taylor’s appointment
in January 1983 to the Municipal
Court of Riverside County had no
effect on his commitment to in-
creasing access for self-represented
litigants. He continued to serve
the underprivileged as a member
of the California Commission on
Access to Justice, the Bench/Bar
Pro Bono Advisory Committee,
and the Legal Services Trust
Fund Commission. In 1998,
Chief Justice Ronald M. George
appointed Judge Taylor to the
Judicial Council. He has served
on its Executive and Planning
Committee ever since.

Court News spoke with Judge
Taylor about programs available
for self-represented litigants and
what courts can do to improve ser-
vices to these individuals.

Helping to improve the
court experience for self-
represented individuals
has been a high priority
for you throughout your
career. Why this focus?

As a career public servant, I have
been committed to making the
concept “equal justice for all” a
reality. While working as a legal
services attorney, I advocated on
behalf of poor people in an ef-
fort to ensure that they had ad-
equate shelter, food, health care,
and education.

As a judicial officer, I have
endeavored to make the courts of
California more user-friendly and
accessible for the communities we
serve, increase the level of service
we provide, and assist in educat-
ing judicial officers and court staff
on best practices for handling
self-represented litigants.

This spring you were the
planning chair and opening
speaker for four regional

conferences, sponsored by
the Judicial Council’s Cen-
ter for Families, Children
& the Courts (CFCC), that
focused on helping Cali-
fornia’s courts assist the
growing number of self-
represented litigants. How
were these conferences
developed, and what were
their goals?

In November 1999, the Chief
Justice sent a California delega-
tion to the National Conference
on Pro Se Litigants, which was
held in Scottsdale, Arizona. Its
members included judges, court
administrators, self-help center
directors, family law facilitators,
AOC staff, and other profession-
als in the field. The four regional
conferences were conceived as
part of the draft state action plan
for assisting pro per litigants
developed by that delegation,
which has become known as
“Team California.”

We developed ideas that we
thought would increase access to
the court system in California for
self-represented litigants, in-
cluding replicating the National
Conference on Pro Se Litigants
here in California on a regional
basis. We believed we could be-
gin to address the unmet need
we have at the state and county
levels if we could replicate the
most valuable lessons from the
national conference.

The general purpose of the
regional conferences was to bring
together courts, legal services
programs, and community pro-
viders to create an oversight or-
ganization in each California
county. The main focus of the con-
ferences was to assist the courts
in developing local action plans
for assisting self-represented lit-
igants. The Judicial Council,
through the AOC, has allocated
$300,000 in grant funds to the 43
courts that applied for them to de-
velop their own local action plans.

We are developing a section
of the Judicial Council’s Web site
for the CFCC in order to share
materials that were developed
from the regional conferences.
Subjects will include best prac-
tices and innovative ideas for the
court personnel who will imple-
ment these projects. Moreover,
we received some excellent rec-
ommendations from the courts,
which we will pursue. For exam-
ple, they would like more infor-
mation for court clerks on the
distinction between legal infor-
mation and legal advice, poten-
tial sources of funding for
self-help centers, evaluation
protocols for self-help centers,
and technological means of meet-
ing the needs of pro se litigants.

What are some of the
things trial courts can do
to help self-represented
litigants with the legal
process?

We are striving to make the
courts more user-friendly. Since
there is a myriad of steps courts
can take to improve their ser-
vices, I will mention only a few
as illustrative. Courthouse signs,
maps, and calendars should be
professionally produced and
prominently displayed so that
litigants have clear directions to
where they need to be. Informa-
tion desks staffed by volunteers
or employees could also help di-
rect court users. Name tags for
employees would help litigants
more easily identify persons who
can steer them in the right direc-
tion. Parking and transit options
for courthouse visitors could be
improved at some courts. The
court could offer copy services,
provide restrooms with diaper-
changing tables, and encourage
court visitors to fill out user sur-
veys. These seemingly simple
steps (as examples) can make a
big difference.

On a larger scale, many
courts have already created fam-
ily law assistance centers and
self-help facilities. If they have
not, now is a propitious time to
start planning for such a center.
Courts and their judges have
consistently found that litigants
who visit these centers are better
informed about the legal process,
and courtroom proceedings run
more smoothly and efficiently.

In addition, presenters at
the National Conference on Pro
Se Litigants suggested that courts
provide forms translated into
Spanish and other languages,
checklists and instruction pack-
ets on court procedures, training
for court staff on dealing with pro
per litigants, additional court in-
terpreters, touch-screen informa-
tion kiosks, and Internet access.
They offered many ideas at the
institutional level, such as sim-
plifying legalese, eliminating or
altering the rules of evidence for
cases involving self-represented
litigants, having the judicial offi-
cer explain the court process at
the beginning of the case, and
furthering the use of alternative
dispute resolution.

You are a current member
of the California Commis-
sion on Access to Justice
and the Bench/Bar Pro
Bono Advisory Committee.
What are the goals of these
organizations? How are
they helping to provide as-
sistance for court users?

The original goals of the Bench/
Bar Pro Bono Advisory Commit-

tee were to educate the bar and
the judiciary about the crisis in
legal services funding, develop
proposals to deal with increasing
numbers of pro per litigants, ad-
dress the ways the judiciary can
encourage pro bono work by at-
torneys, and study other models
for systemic changes to stream-
line the processing of legal ser-
vices cases. The Bench/Bar Pro
Bono Advisory Committee merged
with the California Commission
on Access to Justice in 2000. 

The primary task of the Com-
mission on Access to Justice is to
address the needs of poor, nearly
poor, and moderate-income liti-
gants in California by providing
ongoing leadership, overseeing
efforts to increase funding, and
improving methods of delivery
to these individuals. A good ex-
ample of the commission’s ac-
tions toward these goals was their
primary role in the creation of
the Equal Access Fund, which
routes state moneys to support
legal services programs. This was
very important because, prior to
the creation of this fund, Califor-
nia was one of the few states that
had not provided General Fund
moneys to support legal services
projects. The Equal Access Fund
is currently $10 million, but we
[the Commission on Access to
Justice] are working to increase
the level of funding in the future.

Most of the Equal Access
Fund money is distributed di-
rectly to legal services programs.
One million dollars, however,
was set aside to create partner-
ship grants. This creative initia-
tive is intended to bring courts
together with legal services pro-
grams to find new ways to provide
services to low- and moderate-
income litigants. We started out
with 12 and now have 15 partner-
ship grant programs. For example,
Riverside County instituted a
program at its family law court
that provides legal services to
monolingual Spanish-speaking
family law litigants. 

In most partnership grant
programs around the state, ex-
perienced legal service attorneys
are actually working in the court-
house. This helps foster a high
level of collaboration between
the court system and legal ser-
vice providers, which will ulti-
mately benefit court users.

Chief Justice George re-
cently appointed the mem-
bers of the Task Force 
on Self-Represented Liti-
gants. Any advice for the
new members?

My advice would be to provide
leadership and assistance in
each county on the development
and implementation of the local
action plans for assisting self-
represented litigants. Network
with legal services programs and
those organizations that assist
self-represented litigants on
statewide and local levels. Refine
and implement the statewide
draft action plan developed by
Team California. And, most im-
portantly, remember to enjoy
the tasks you are about to un-
dertake! This is a unique oppor-

Judge Ronald L.
Taylor

Courts Reach
Out to Pro Pers

Conversation With Judge Ronald L. Taylor

Continued on page 11


